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porations,
fiscal year ending
other purposes. -

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I yield to
the Senator from Washington [Mr.
MagnusoN], who I understand wishes to
make s unanimous-consent request.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, sev~

_eral Senators have asked me about the

time situation. The Senator from Wis-
consin [Mr, Proxmirel has two more
amendments pending. He has kindly
consented to agréé to a unanimous-con-
sent agreement on time. I now request
unanimous consént that the debate on
the two remaining Proxmire amend-
ments be limited to a half hour each, 156
minutes on a side.” -

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there

- objection? T

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, is it understood that
the, time limitation will go into effect at
the conclusion of my remarks?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. At the
completion of the remarkscf the Senator
from Oregon. ~ = 7o

agencies and offices, for the
June 30, 1965, and for

INTERNATIONAL PEACE AND
SECURITY IN SOUTHEAST ASIA—
MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT
(H. DOC. NO. 333y ™
Mr. HUMPHREY, Mr. President, did

I correctly understand there is a mes-
sage from the President of the United
States at the desk?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator is correct. T ‘

Mr. HUMPHREY. I believe it is of
sufcient importance, since {t relates to
a grave international situafion, that 1t
be read. o '

Mr. MORSE. I agree with the Sena-

tor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
message from the President of the United
States will beread.

The leglslative clerk read the mes-
sage, as follows:

To the Congress of he United States:

Last night T announiced to the Ameri-
can people that the Noith Vietnamese
regime had condycted further deliberate
sttacks agaihst UB. naval vessels op-
erating in international waters, ahd that
I had therefore directed air actlon

. against gunboats and supporting facili-
ties used in these hostile operations.
This air action has How been carried oub
with substantial damage” {5 the hoats
and facilities.  'Two U.S. ajrcrait were
lost in the aietion,

After consultation with the leaders of
both parties in the Congress, I further
announced 4 “decision to ask the Con-
gress for a resolution expréessing the unity
and determingtion of the United States
in supporting freedom and in protect-
ing peace in southeast Asia. )

" These, latesi dctions of the North
Vietnamese regime have given a riew and
grave turn to the already serious situa-
tion in southeast Asia. Our commit-
ments in that area are well known to the
Congress. They weré first made In 1954
by President Eisenhower. They were
further defined in the Southeast Asia
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_ southeast Asia has long been clear.

Collective Defense Treaty approved by
the Senate in February 1955. .

This treaty with its accompanying
protocol obligates the United States and
other members to act in accordance with
their constitutional processes to meet
Communist aggression against any of the

. parties or protocol states.

Our policy is southeast Asia has bheen
consistent and unchanged since 1954, I
summarized it on June 2 in four simple
propositions:

1. America keeps her word. Here as
elsewhere, we must and shall honor our
commitments.

9. The issue Is the future of southeast
Asia as a whole. A threat to any nation
in that reglon is a threat to all, and &
threat to us.

"3, Our pirpose is peace. We have no
military, political, or territorial ambi-
tions in the area.

4. This is not just a jungle war, but a
struggle for freedom on every front of
human activity. Our military and eco-
nomic asslstance to South Vietnam and
Laos in particular has thé purpose of
helping these countries to repel ageres-
slon and strengthen their independence.

The threat to the free nations of
The
North Vietnamese regime has constantly
sought to take over South Vietnam and
Laos, This Communist regime has vio-
lated the Geneva accords for Vietnam.
It has systematically conducted a cam-
paign of subversion, which includes the
direction, training, and supply of per-
sonnel and arms for the conduct of guer-
1illa warfare in South Vietnamese terri-
tory. In Laos, the North Vietnamese
regime has maintained military forces,
used Laotlan territory for infiltration
into South Vietnam, and most recently
carried out combat operations—all in di-
reot violation of the Geneva agreements
of 1962.

In recent months, the actions of the
North Vietnamese regime have become
steadily more threatening. In May, fol-
lowing new acts of Communist aggres-
slon in Laos, the United States undertook
reconnaissance flights over Laotian terri-
tory, at the request of the Government of
Laos. These flichts had the essential
mission of determining the situation in
territory where Communist forces were
preventing inspection by the Interna-
tional Control Commission. When the
Communists attacked these aircraft, I
responded by furnishing escort fighters
with instructions to fire when fired upon.
Thus, these latest North Vietnamese at-
tacks on our naval vessels are not the
first direct attack on Armed Forces of
the United States. .

As President of the United States I
have concluded that I should now ask
the Congress, on its part, to join in af-
firming the national determination that
all such attacks will be met, and that the
United States will continue in its basic
policy of assisting the free nations of the
area to defend their freedom.

As I have repeatedly made clear, the
United States intends no rashness, and
seeks no wider war. We must make it
clear to all that the United States is
united in its determination to bring

GIA-RDPEAB00403R000200160063-2 17547

about the end. of Communist subversion
and aggression in the area. We seek the
full and effective restoration of the inter-
national agreements signed in Geneva
in 1954, with respect to South Vietnam,
and again at Geneva in 1962, with re-
spect to Laos.

I recommend a resolution expressing
the support of the Congress for all nec-
essary action to protect our Armed Forces
and to assist nations covered by the
SEATO Treaty. At the same time, I
assure the Congress that we shall con-
tinue readily to explore any avenues of
political solution that will effectively
guarantee the removal of Communist
subversion and the preservation of the
independence of the nations of the area.

The resolution could well be based
upon similar resolutions enacted by the
Congress in the past—to meet the threat
to Formossa in 1955, to meet the threat to
the Middle East in 1957, and to meet the
threat in Cuba in 1962. It could state
in the simplest terms the resolve and
support of the Congress for action to deal
appropriately with attacks against our
Armed Forees and to defend freedom and
preserve peace In southeast Asia in ac-
cordance with the obligations of the
United States under the Southeast Asia
Treaty. I urge the Congress to enact
such a resolution promptly and thus to
glve convincing evidence to the aggres-
sive Communist nations, and to the
world as a whole, that our policy in
southeast Asia will be carried forward—
and that the peace and security of the
area will be preserved.

The events of this week would in any
event have made the passage of a con-
gressional  resolution essential. But
there is an additional reason for doing
so at a time when we are entering on 3
months of political campalgning. Hos~
tile nations must understand that in
such a period the United States will con-
finue to protect its national interests,
and that in these matters there is no
division among us.

LYNDON B. JOHNSON.

TuE WHITE HOUSE, August 5, 1964.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
send to the desk a joint resolution on
behalf of myself, the Senator from Iowa
[Mr. HICKENLOOPER], the Senator from
Georgia [Mr. RUSSELL], and the Sena-
tor from Massachusetts [Mr. SALTON=-
staLLl, and ask unanimous consent that
it be referred to the Committee on For-
eign Relations and the Committee on
Armed Services, sitting jointly.

The PRESIDING OFICER. Without
objection, the joint resolution will be re-
ceived and referred, as requested.

The joint resolution (S.J. Res. 189) to
promote the maintenance of interna-
tional peace and security in southeast
Asla, was received, read twice by its title,
and ordered to be referred to the Com-~
mittees on Foreign Relations and Armed
Services, jointly.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I rise .
to speak in opposition to the joint reso-
lution which has been introduced.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield to me so that I may re-
quest- that the joint resolution be read?
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Mr. MORSE. I shall be glad to have
the joint resolution read.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, may
we have order? Will the Chair request
the stafl, and Senators also, to cease
speaking, so that we may hear what is
going on. .

. The PRESIDING OFICER. The Sen-
ate will be in order. The resolution will
be read.

The joint resolution (8.J. Res. 189)
was read, as follows:

Whereas naval units of the Communists
regime in Vietnam, in violation of the prin-
ciples of the Charter of the United Nations
and of {nterpational law, have deliberately
and repeatedly attacked United States naval
vessels lawfully present in international
waters, and have thereby created a serlous
threat to internatignal peace;

Whereas these attacks are part of a dellber~
ate and systematic campalgn of aggression
that the Communist regime in North Viet-
nam has been waging against its neighbors
&nd the nations joined with them in the col-
lective defense of thelr freegom:

‘Whereas the United States is assisting the
pedples of southeast Asia to protect their
freedom and has no territoriai, military or
polltical ambitions in that area, but desires
only that these peoples should be left in
peace to work out thelr own destinles in thelr
awn way: Now, therefore, be it .

Resolved by the Senate and House o/
ERepresentatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
Congress approves and supports the deter-
mination of the Presldent, as Commander-
In-Chief, to take all necessary measures to
repel any armed attack against the forces of
the United States and to prevent further
aggression. o

Bec. 2, The United States regards as vital
to its national interest and to world peace
the maintenance of International peace and
security in southeast Asia. Consonant with
the Constitution and the Charter of the
United Nations and in accordance .with its
pbligations under the Southeast Asia Col-
lective Defense Treaty, the United States Is,
therefore, prepared, as the President deter-
mines, to take all necessary steps, including
the use of armed force, to assist any member
or protocol state of the Southeast Asia Col-
lective Defense Treaty requesting assistance
in defense of its freedom, R

8ec. 3. This resolution. shall expire when
the President shall determine that the peace
and securlty of the area is reasonably assured
by international conditions created by action
of the United Nations or otherwise, except
that it may be terminated earlier by concur-
rent résolution of the Congress.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I rise to
speak in opposition to the joint resolu-
tion, I do so with a very sad heart, But
I consider the resolution, as I considered
the resolution of 1955, known as the For-
mosa resolution, and the subsequent
resolution, known as _the Middle East
resolution, to be naught but a resolution
which embodies a predated declaration
of war. ,

Article I, section 8 of our Constitution
does not permit the President to make
war af his discretion. Therefore I stand
on this issue as I have stood before in
the Senate, perfectly willing to take the
judgment of history as to the merits of
my cause. I note In passing that the
warnings which the Senator from New
York, Mr, Lehman, and the senior Sena-
tor from Oregon uttered in 1955 in oppo-
sition to the Formosa Resolution have
been proved to be correct by history. I
am satisfled that history will render a

&H e e e
.
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final verdict In opposition to the joint
resolution Introduced today.

Mr. President, I shall not yield dur-
ing the course of my speech, although I
shall be very glad to yield to respond to
questions afterward.

The senfor Senator from Oregon has
no illusions as to the reactions which
will be aroused in some quarters in this
Republic. However, I make the speech
because it represents the convictions of
Iy conscience and because I consider it
essential to make it in keeping the sworn
trust that I undertook when I came into
this body on four different occastons and
was sworn in as a Senator from the State
of Oregon, pledging myself to uphold the
Constitution.

I have one other remark by way of
preface, not contained in the manu-
script. I yield to no other Senator, or to
anyone else in this country in my oppo-
sition to communism and all that com-
munism stands for.

In our time a great struggle, which
may very well be a deathlock struggle, is
going on in the world between freedom
on the one hand and the totalitarianism
of communism on the other.

However, I am satisfled that that
struggle can never be settled by war. I
am satisfied that if the hope of anyone is
that the struggle between freedom and
communism can be settled by war, and
that course is followed, both freedom and
communism wili lose, for there will be
no victory in that war.

Because of our own deep interest in the
struggle against communism, we in the
United States are inclined to overlook
some of the other struggles which are
occupying others. We try to force every
issue into the context of freedom versus
communism. That is one of our great
mistakes in Asla. There is mueh com-
munism there, and much totalitarianism
in other forms. We say we are opposing
communism there, but that does not
mean we are advancing freedom, because
We are not.

Senators will note as I proceed in the
presentation of my case in opposition to
the resolution that I belleve the only
hope for the establishment of a perma-
nent peace in the world is to practice our
oft-repeated American professing that
we believe in the substitution of the rule
of law for the jungle law of military
force as a means of settling disputes
which threaten the peace of the world.

The difficulty with that professing or
preaching by the United States is that
the United States, like some Commu-
nist nations, does not practice it.

I wish to make one last introductory
remark in the hope that more will un-
derstand the message of this speech, al-
though we sometimes deplore the pos-
sibility of understanding on a subject
atter that stirs so much emotion, so
much feeling, and 50 much passion in
the minds of so-called superpatriots,
who seem to feel that if one raises any
question or expresses any criticism of the
policies of our country in the field of for-
eign policy, one’s very patriotism is sub-
ject to question.

In the hope that there may be those
who may wish to understand the basic
tenet of the forelgn policy philosophy
of the senior Senator from Oregon, I
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wish to repeat what some of my col-
leagues have heard me say before.

My foreign policy philosophy is based
on a great teaching of a great teacher
in this body, one who undoubtedly ex-
ercised more influence on me in the field
of forelgn policy than any other person;
a great Republican, who became chair-
man of the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions; who was one of the architects of
the San Francisco Charter; who joined
with Franklin Delano Roosevelt in the
announcement of that great statement in
the fleld of foreign policy, that politics
should stop at the water's edge. I refer,
of course, to the incomparable Arthur
Vandenberg, of Michigan.

Senators within my hearing have
heard me say before that I was deeply
moved by that dramatic account of Ar-
thur Vandenberg, in which he told, so
many times, how he ceased being the
leading isolationist in the Senate and be-
came the leading Internationalist. It was
before the atomic bomb was finally per-
fected, but after it was known that the
atomic bomb would be successful in its
perfection.

Franklin Roosevelt called to the White
House late one night the leaders of Con-
gress, the leading scientists of the coun-
try, who were working on the bomb ai
that time, and the military leaders of
our Defense Establishment who were still
stationed in Washington, As Arthur
Vandenberg used to say, “We were
briefed, and the conference continued
until the wee hours of the morning. The
scientists convinced all that there was no
question that the bomb would work.
Then the discussion twned to the impli-
cations of this great discovery of sci-
ence.”

Senator Vandenberg used to say to us,
“When I came out of the White House in
the wee hours of that morning, I knew
that while I had been in there that night,
the world had so shrunken that there no
longer was any place in American poli-
ties for an isolationist.”

It was then that the great record of
internationallsm was begun to be made
by the incomparable Vandenberg. I
paraphrase him, but accurately, for my
speech today rests upon this tenet, this
unanswerable teaching of Vandenberg.
This speech is my challenge today to the
members of our Government and the
people of my country to follow that
teaching, for I do not believe that there
is en implementation of any other
teaching that can offer mankind any
hope for peace. Unless mankind pro-
ceeds to adopt the procedures that will
make possible permanent peace, both
Western civilization and Communist
civilization are headed for annihilation.
In my judgment, we cannot find reputa-
ble scientists who will testify that either
civilization could survive 8 nuclear war.

That tenet of Vandenberg’s is as fol-
lows: There is no hope for permanent
peace in the world until al! the nations—
not merely some, not merely those we
like, not merely those we think are
friendly—but until all the nations are
willing to establish & system of interna-
tional justice through law, to the pro-
cedures of which will be submitted each
and every international dispute that
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threatens the peace of the world, any-
where in the world, for final and binding
determination, to be enforced by an in-
ternational organization, such as the
United Nations.

I am awate of all the cnt.misms of that
tenet. But T have yet to hear a criticism
that either destroys or weakens the
tenet. One 6f the almost pro forma
criticisms is that it 1s idealistie, it is im-
practical, unrealistic. - The fact is that
only Ideals are practical. 'The only
practicality we shall experience in the
field of foreign policy or any other fleld
of human behawor is an ideal put to
work.

Vandenberg left us this great ideal.
It will take years to implement it. But
we must always move forward, not back~
ward. We are moving in Asia today, but
the movement of the United States in
Asia is not in the d1rect1on of Vanden-
berg's principle,

It makes ho difference who says that

- our objective is peace, even if he be the
President of the United States. Our
" actions speak lotider than words; and our
actions in Asia today are the actlons of
warmaking.

As I speak on the floor of the Senate
at this moment, the Umted States is
making war in Asia.

- I shall never give up, short of the
actual passage 0f a déclaration of war,
my prayerful hope for peace and my
prayerful hope that we will substitute
the ideal of the rule of law through the
only international organization that
exists and that has any hope, in my
Judgment, of applying the rule—the
United Nations. :

ASTA POLICY T8 CATOMING U WITH TS

Thus I say that the incident that has
Ainspired the joint resolution we have just
heard read is as much the doing of the
Uhnited States as it is the doing of North
Vietnam. For 10 yeats, the role of the
United States in South Vietnam has been
that of a provocateur, every bit as much
a3 North Vietnam has been a pro-
vocateur, For 10 years, the United
States, in South Vietnam, has-violated
the Geneva agreemierit of 1954. For 10
years, our military policies in South Viet-
nam have sought to impose a military
solution upon a political and economic
problem. For 10 years the Communist
nations of that part of the world have
also violated the Geneva accord of 1954.

Not only do two wrongs hot make one
right, but also I eare not how many
wrongs we add together, we still do not
come out with a summation except a
summation of wrong—fiever a right.

The American effort to impose by force
of arms a government of our own
choosing upon a segment of the old
colony of Indochina has caught up with
us.

" Qur violations of the Geneva accord
have caught up with us. Our violations
‘of the United Nations Charter have
caught up Wwith us.

Our failure to apply the provisions of
the Southeast Asia Treaty have catght
up with us. We have been making covert
war in southeast Asia for some time, in-
stead of seeking to keep the peace. It
was Inevitable and inexorable that sooner

or later we would have to engage in overt
acts of war in pursuance of that policy,
and we are now doing so.

There never was & time when it was
possible for us to impose a government
upon the people of South Vietnam with-
out constant fighting to keep it in power.
There never was a time when it would
be possible to “bring the boys home by
1965,”—as was once promised-—or on any
other date. There never was a time
when the war could be fought and won
in South Vietnam alone, because the
Khanh junta—and any of its successors
and predecessors—could not survive
without massive and direct American
military backing that was possible only
if the war were expanded.

So the war has at last been expanded—
as the Senator from Alaska and I for
the last 5 months, in speech after speech
on the floor of the Senate, have fore-
warned was inevitable if we continued
our course of action. That course of ac-
tion, of unilateral military action on the
part of the United States, is irreconcil-
able with our professings as to the appli-
cation of the rule of law for the settle-
ment of disputes which threaten the
peace of the world or any region thereof.

Whether the choice of expanding it
was that of North Vietnam or South
Vietnam is still in doubt. But I am sat-
isfied that the present rulers of South
Vietnam could not long contirue their
elvil war unless the war were expanded.

The United States is, of course, a full
partner in the Government of South
Vietnam. I am satisfied that ever since
1954, when the United States did not sign
the Geneva accords but instead started
down the road of unilateral military ac-
tion in South Vietham, we have become g
pravocateur of military conflict in south-
east Asia and marched in the opposite
direction from fulfilling our obligations
under the United Nations Charter. I am
satisfied, further, that officials of both
the Pentagon and the State Department
during those years have ill advised the
White House in respect to what our
course of action should be in southeast
Asia from the standpoint of a sound for-
eign policy.

In recent months, evidence has been
mounting that both the Pentagon and
the State Department were preparing to
escalate the war into North Vietnam.

Mauny of the policies they have initiated

and the statements they have made in
public have been highly provocative of
military conflict beyond the borders of
South Vietnam.

When the high emotionalism of the
present crisis has passed, and historians
of the future will disclose some of the
provocative things that have occurred,
I have no doubt that they will dlsclose
that for quite some time past, there have
been violations of the North Vietnamese
border and the Cambodian border by
South Vietnam, as well as vice versa.

I am also satlsﬁed that they will dis-
close that the United States was not an
innocent bystander. We will not receive
a verdict of innocence from the jury box
of history on several counts,

Our extensive military aid to South
Vietnam was a violation of the Geneva
accords in the first instance. Our send-
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ing troops into South Vietnam, even
under the semantic camoufilage of desig-
nation as military advisers, was a viola-
tion of the Geneva accords. In faet,
hoth of those two counts were also a clear
violation of the spirit and intent of the
peaceful purposes of the Unifed Nations
Charter, itself.

Any violations of the borders of Cam-
bodia and North Vietnam by the South
Vietnamese were not conducted in a
vacuum so far as U.S. assistance was
concerned.

We assisted not only with materiel, but
we advised on war plans, and our military
presence in South Vietnam served as an
ever-present strong back-stop to the
South Vietnamese. - I doubt if their mili-
tary leaders acted at any time without
the tacit approval of their American
advisers.
TONKIN BAY INCIDENT PROVOKED BY SOQUTH

VIETNAM

In a very recent incident which was the
forerunner to the attacks on American
destroyers in the Tonkin Bay, it is known
that South Vietnamese naval vessels
bombarded two North Vietnamese islands
within 3 to 5 or 6 miles of the main coast
of North Vietnam. Of course, the na-
tional waters of North Vietnam extend,
according to our intermational eclaims,
3 miles seaward from the eastern ex-
tremity of those islands and 12 miles sea-
ward under national water boundary -
claims of North Vietham. While the
South Viethamese vessels were attacking
the North Vietnamese islands, the news-
papers tell us trat U.S. vessels of war
were patrolling Tonkin Bay, presumably
some 6 to 11 miles off the shore of North
Vietnam.

Was the U.S. Navy standing guard’
while vessels of South Vietnam shelled
North Vietnam? That is the clear im-
plication of the incident.

In regard to international waters, a
subject which is one of the highly dis-
puted and still unsettled questions of
international law, I believe that the posi-
tion of the United States is the sounder
position. I believe that the 3~-mile limit
has the better support under interna-
tional law principles. But we have
neighbors to the south of us in Latin
America who do not accept that principle
and insist on a 12-mile limit—in one in-
stance, as I recall, a longer limit. Time
and time again international incidents
arise between the United States and
Latin American countries, when Ameri-
can fishing boats get within the limits of
the claimed national waters of our South
American neighbors and are towed into
port. Then begins the exchange of notes
and conferences in an effort to have
those men released.

The U.S. Government knew that the
matter of national and international
waters was a controversal issue in Ton-
kin Bay. The United States also knew
that the South Vietnamese vessels
planned to bomb, and did bomb, two
North Vietnamese islands within 3 to 6
miles of the coast of North Vietnam.
Yet, these war vessels of the United
States were in the vicinity of that bomb-
ing, some miles removed.

Can anyone question that even their
presenee was a matter of great moral
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value to South Vietnam? Or the propa-
ganda value to the military totalitarian
tyrant and despot who rules South Viet-
nam as an American puppet—General
Khanh, who Is really, when all is said and
done, the leader whom we have put in
charge of an American protectorate
called South Vietnam?

It should be unnecessary to point out

either to the Senate or {0 the American
people what the position of the United
-Btates and its people would be if the
tables were reversed and Soviet warships
or submarines were to patrol 5 to Il
miles at sea while Cuban naval vessels
bombarded Key West.

It is no accident or coincidence that
today's press and radio reports tell of
the rumors rife in Saigon yesterday of
& coup against the Khanh regime, rumors
which are said to have been quelled by
the expansion of the fighting.

Today's New York Times carries on lts
front page a story headlined “Khanh,
Warned of Plots, Seeks To Bolster Re-
gime.” It is written by Seymour Top-
ping, and it says in part;

Once agaln, rumors of & coup d'elat were
circulating in Saigon. There was no visible
evidence that a coup agalnst the Kbanh
government was lmminent, but the currency
of the rumors tended to undermine the au-
thority of the regime and confidence In it

T.8. officials belleve another coup after
that of January 30, which brought Premier
Khanh to power, and that of last November
1, which brought down the regime of Presl-
dent Ngo Dinh Diem, would be seriously
detrimental to the war against the Vietcong.

This story also relates the efforts by
General Khanh to rouse support by
carrying the war into North Vietnam,
and the subsequent “lift” given his re-
gime by the involvements of the Maddoz
with the North Vietnamese PT boats.

I ask unanimous consent to have the
Tull story printed in the Recorp at this
point.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
a8 follows: .

EHANH, WarNED OF PLOTS, SEEKS T0o BOLSTER
REGIME
(By 8eymour Topping)

SatcoN, Soura VieTNaM, August ¢ —Pre-
mier Nguyen Khanh struggled today to
strengthen the political stability of his gov-
ernment as his aids privately warned of plots
to drive him from office. U.S. officials wers
concerned about the political deterioration {n
Salgon..

The malaise in the capital was attributed
more to a clash of rival political and military
personalities than to preasure from the Viet-
cong insurgents.

8. sources sald reports from provinces in-
dicated that conditions there were generally
better than in Salgon.

Once agaln rumors of a ooup d'etat were
circulating in Saigon. Ther¢ was no vislble
evidence that a coup against the Khanh gov-
ernment was imminent, but the currency of
the rumors tended to undermine the author-
ity of the regime and confidence in 1t.

THREAT TO WaR IS BEEN

Gen. Maxwell D. Taylor, the U8, Am-
bassador, was informed of the rumars, which
smanated in part from responsible Gov-
ernment sources.

TU.S. officials believe another coup after
that of January 30, which brought Premler
Khanh to power, and that of last Novem-
ber 1, which brought down the regime of
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President Nge Dinh Diem, would be serl-
ously detrimental to the war sgainst the
Vietcong.

General Khanh scheduled a Cabinet meet-
ing for tomorrow during which he may deal
with some of the reported threats to his
administration. Vietnamese Government of-
ficlals said General Khanh was considering

-& proposal to appoint military officers as de-

puty ministers to strengthen his authority.

Associates of General Khanh were privately
accusing Dr. Nguyen Ton Hoan, leader of the
nationalist Dal Veit party. of involvement
in plans to force the Premler from office.

General Ehanh brought Dr. Hoan to Salgon
from Paris, where he had spent about a de-
cade in exile, after the Premier had selzed
power. The Dal Viet leader is sald to have
been disappointed when he was not appointed
Premler as expected, but was made one of
three Vice Premlers and put in cbarge of the
pacification program.

The Dai Viet, which has lacked a base of
popular support, Is re to have been
active recently in recruiting new members,
especially army officers.

Some of Premlier Ehanh’'s supporters ac-
cused Dr. Hoan of having tried to recruit Maj,
Gen. Tran Thien Khiem, the Minister of
Natlonal Defense, who was instrumental in
bringing the Premlier to power.

OPFICERS LINKED TO PARTY

Reports reaching Western embassles here
and well-informed Vietnamess sources alse
linked the Daf Viet to Gen. Nguyen Van
Thieu, the Chief of Etaff, and Col. Nguyen
Van Ton. commander of the Tth Divislon.

General Khanh has relled on all officers
named In the past and there was no certainty
by independent observers, despite peraistent
reports, that any of them bad become dis-
affected.

The Premier, who has come to 100k upon
plotting by discantented politicians and mili-
tary officers as & chronlc expression of the
unstable political situation in Saigon, has
been devoting much of his time to dissolving
political groupings directed against him.

General Khanh, bitter about his inabllity
10 muster Salgon politicians and some officers
in the war effort, has recently hinted that
he might forego the premiership.

The Premier has spoken of his desire to go
to the United States. Ostensibly the visit
would be to tell Americans more about South
Vietnain's cause.

In a fit of frustration at one private Gov-
ernment meeting, the Premler 18 reported to
have offered to turn over the office to Maj.
Gen, Duong Van Minh, the chief of state, if
he would pledge dynamic leadership in the
war.

General Minh, leader of the military junta
that was toppled in the coup last January,
was retained as chief of etate at the sugges-
tion of the United States. He is said to have
declined the offer.

The chief of state is a fairly popular figure,
mora 80 than General Khanh in some regions
of the country, However, he has balked at
throwing his full influence behind the
younger officer who overthrew his govern-
ment.

Political observers here view the demands
made by General Khanh last month for a
“march to the north” as an sarticulation of
his political frustrations. The Premlier,
aware that his forces were too limited for
such an operation against North Vietnam,
apparently sounded the slogan In an effort
to rouse nationalist support,

Last week Ambassador Taylor was Iin-
structed to inform Premier Khanh that his
call for an extension of the war to the north
was against preseat U.B. policy. Informa-
tion about policy differences leaked to the
press, embarrassing the Premler.

General Khanh protested for a time about
his government’s independence of action,
but on Priday publicly modified his state-
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ments to At in with Washington policy. The
retreat was noted by his political enemies.

General Khanh has been given s political
Uit by the attack made by North Vietnamese
PT boats on the U.S. destroyer Maddoz last
Bunday. The general has pointed to the at-
tack as vindication of his view that stronger
measures are necessary to counter Commu-
nist aggression.

A spokesman for ths Premler today wel-
comed President Johnson's decision to
strengthen U.S. paval patrols In the Gulf of
Tonkin, where the atwack on the Maddor
took place,

Mr. MORSE. These facts are as well
known to the world as they are to officials
of the U.S. Government. They mean
that our charges of aggression against
North Vietnam will be greeted by con-
siderable snickering abroad.

So, too, will the pious phrases of the
resolution about defending freedom in
South Vietnam. There {5 no freedom in
South Vietnam. I think even the Amer-
ican people know thart to say we are de-
fending freedom in South Vietnam is a
travesty upon the word. We are defend-
ing General Khanh from being over-
thrown; that is all. We are defending
& clique of military generals and their
merchant friends who live well in Saigon,
and who need a constantly increasing
American military force to protect their
privileged position.

Repetitious as these remarks may seem
to those who have heard me speaking on
Asian policy over the last 5 months,
nevertheless, the facts of our obligations
under international law, and the stu-
pidity of our policy in southenst Asia re-
main the same. I am aware that my
words will not be popular with many, and
will be unscceptable to some. But the
times demand wisdom more than they
demand popularity. -

If war is really too important to b
left to the generals, then the American
people are going to have to make them-
selves heard soon on U.S. policy in Asia.
The only hope that remains for diploma-
tic action in our activities in the former
Indochinese peninsula is the vague hope
that a large enough military buildup
and a forceful enough threat to expand
the war will cause Red China and North
Vietnam to retreat from Laos and to
cease their support of the rebels in South
Vietnam,

When this retreat and this cessation
of support to the Vietcong has occurred,
then and only then, say our diplomatic
spokesmen, might the United States con-
sider a United Nations action in the ares,
OoT & new 1l4-power conference.

Such an American forelgn policy is in
direct violation of our international legal
obligations, including our obligations
under the United Nations Charter. What
18 worse, we have threatened war where
no direct threat fo American security is
at stake. Many journalists who reflect
this Government policy in their writings
have reserted to fear arguments, seeking
to create the impression that unless the
United States uses its military might in
South Vietnam and other parts of Asia,
the security of the United States will be
threatened and communism will run
rampant over all of Asia. They are men
of little faith in the strength of joint
efforts of peaceful nations, who by
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solemn treaty have bound themselves to-
gether to enforce the peace through the
application of the procedures of inter-
national law. 'They would take the
United States outside the framework of
international law, and that is exactly
where we are today, along with North
Vietnam, Red China, South Vietham, the
Pathet Lao in Laos, and possibly others.

Likewise, theré are many congressional
politicians who wotld evade their re-
sponsibilities as to American foreign pol-
iey in Asia by use of the specious argu-
ment that “foreign policy is a matter for
the executive branch of the Government.
That branch has information no Con-
gressmen has actess to.” Of course, such
an alibi for evading. congressional re-
sponsibility in the field of foreign policy
may be based on lack of understanding,
or g convenient forgetting of our system
of checks and balances that exists and
should be exercised in the relationships
between and among our three coordinate
and coequal branches of government.

Granted that there are many in Con-
gress who would prefer to pass the buck
to the White House, the State Depart-
ment, and the Pentagon Building in re-
spect to our unilateral American mili-
tary action in Asia. And this resolution
gives them the vehicle. Nevertheless, 1
am satisfied that once the American peo-
ple come to understand the facts in-
volved in the ill-fated military operations
in Asia, they will hold to an accounting
thosé Members of Congress who abdicate
their respotisibilities m the field of for-
¢ign policy ’

It is an elementary prineiple of consti-
tutional law that the éxecutive branch
of government cannot spend taxpayers’
money in the field of foreign policy, or
for any other purpose except when the
a,ppropriatmns are passed by law.

Article I, section 9, of the Constitu-
tion reads:

No money shall be drawn from the Treas-
ury but in consequence ot appropriations
made by law.

It is also elementary ‘that before an ap-
propriation law ¢éan be passed, an au-
thorization bill approving of the policy
requested by ‘the President must be
passed.

These legal requirements under our
constitutional system give the Congress
a check and voice in determining Amer-
Jdcan foreign policy. Likewise, the Con-
stitution in several other respects places
checks upon the ‘executive branch of
Government in the field of foreign policy.

Under article 1, séction 8 of the Con-
stltutlon, the power to declare war is
vested in the Congress. No President has
the legal authority under the Constitu-
tion to send American boys to their death
on a battlefield in the absence of a decla-
ration of war, and in the absence of a

- prior treaty commmitment calling for that
action in prescribed circumstances.

There has been a tendency in the his-
toric debate that is taking place on
United States-Asian policy for those who
favor American unilateral mxlitary ac-
‘tion in Asia to substitute the waving of
the flag into tatters for a reasoned dis-
cussion of our international law obliga-
Hons. Of course, that is no way to pay
respect to the ﬂag If we are to go to

war in Asia we should at least stay within
the provisions of the Constitution. But
a war in Asia should be recognized as be-~
ing unthinkakble, and every effort within
reason and honor should be made to
avoid it. That is why I have urged that
as & substitute for American unilateral
military action in South Vietnam we
should appeal to the SEATO organiza~
tion, and to the United Nations, for joint
action on the part of the members there~
of, in accordance with the provisions of
those two charters, in an endeavor to
substitute a keeping of the peace, for the
making of war in Asia.
ORIGINS OF PRESENT CONFLICT

The sad truth is that the threats by
leading American officials to make war
on China and the present war crisis, are
the logical end of the dismal road in
Indochina that John Foster Dulles set
us upon in 1954. After failing in his ef-
forts to keep the French fighting on in
Indochina, despite American aid to their
war effort and the promise of direct U.S,
military action, Dulles refused to put the
signature of the United States on the
Geneva Agreement of 1954 which marked
the end of French rule there. South
Vietnam also declined to sign. The most
the United States said about the 1954
agreement was that we would recognize
it as international law and regard viola-
tions with grave concern and as seriously
threatening international peace and se-
curity.

Among the provisions of the 1954 ac~
cords was article 16:

With effect from the date of entry into
force of the present agreement, the introduc~
tion into Vietnam of any troop reinforce-
ments and additional military personnel is
prohibited— .

Except for rotation of personnel,
meaning French, already there.

Article 17:

(a) With effect from the date of entry into
force of the present agreement, the introduc~
tion into Vietnam of any reinforcements in
the form of all types of arms, munitions, and
other war material, siich as combat alrcratt,
naval craft, pieces of ordnance, jet engilnes,
and jet weapons and armored vehicles is pro-
hibited.

Again, an exception was made for re-
placement on the basis of piece for piece
of the same type and with similar char-
acteristics,

Article 18:

With effect from the date of entry into
force of the present agreement, the establish-
ment of new military bases is prohibited
through Vietnam territory.

There is ho way to escape the fact that
for years the United States stood in vio-
lation of article 16, article 17, and article
18 of the Geneva accords of 1954, and yet
we have the audacity to say to the world
that we are helping South Vietham be-
cause North Vietnam, and probably
others, are violating the Geneva accords.
I do not know what international jury
box we could sell that argument to, for
our duty and our obligation were, and
our course of action should have been,
to take to the United Nations our allega-~
tion of the violation of the Geneva ac-
cords. We should ask the United Na-

-tions to put into force and effect the pro-
cedures of international law encom-
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passed in that charter, which we, along
with all the other signatories thereto,
committed ourselves and pledged our-
selves to respect and obey.

Part of the 1954 agreement established
an International Control Commission of
Poland, India, and Canada to investigate
complaints of violations. As early as its
report covering 1956, this Commission
found both North and South Vietnam
had violated the accords of 1954, the lat-
ter in conjunction with the U.S. military
aid activities.

The independent Commission, consist-
ing of Poland, India and Canada, found
as early as 1956, that both North Viet-
nam and South Vietnam were in viola-
tion of the accords, and that the United
States was in violation with them, be-
cause of the military aid that we have
supplied in direct violation of the articles
of the accord which I have previously
read.

Immediately upon the signing of the
1954 agreement, the United States began
to support the new government of South
Vietnam in a big way. In the letter
President Eisenhower wrote President
Diem, a letter still serving as the basis
for our policy in 1964, aid was pledged
to Diem, and in turn, “the Government

‘of the United States expects that this

ald will be met by performance on the
part of the Government of Vietnam in
undertaking needed reforms.” )
NO FREEDOM OR DEMOCRACY IN SOUTH VIETNAM

In 1964, President Johnson refers to
that letter as the basis for our aid, but
the part about reforms has long since
been forgotten.

Viewed objectively, the conclusion can-
not be escaped that in the decade fol-
lowing 1954, the United States for all
practical purposes made a protectorate
out of South Vietnam. Its new govern-
ment immediately became financially de-~
pendent upon us; as rebellion against it
grew, our level of aid was stepped up.
By 1961, we had to send 15,000 American
troops as “advisers” to the local military
forces.

Do not forget; the population figures
we are dealing with in South Vietnam.
There is a population in South Vietnam
of approximately 15 million, and a South
Vietnam military establishment of some
400,000 to 450,000 armed forces, pitted
against South Vietnamese Vietcong.
Undoubtedly they are South Vietnamese
Communists, but they are South Viet-
namese.

Mr. President, I have been briefed
many times, as have the other members
of the Foreign Relations Committee; and
all this time witness after witness from
the State Department and from the Pen-
tagon have admitted under examination
that they had no evidence of any foreign
troops in South Vietham from North
Vietnam, Red China, Cambodia, or any-
where else.

The sad fact is that the only foreign
troops that have been in South Vietnam
in any numbers have been American
troops. In the past couple of weeks, we
have been told, but without specifica~
tions, that there is some reason to believe
that there may be some congeries here
and there of North Vietnamese—a cap~
tured soldier here and there who might
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have come from North Vietnam. Mr.
President, it has been admitted, by and
large, that this has been a war between
Bouth Vietnamese Vietcong, who are
Communist led, and the forces of the
militery government of South Vietnam.

Does anyone mean to tell me that with
& population of 15 million, and military
forces consisting of 400.000 to 450,000
Bouth Vietnamese troops, of various types
and various services, they are incapaci-
tated, and that we must send American
boys over there to die In what amounts
.basleally to a civil war?

Mr, President, criticism has not pre-
vented, and will not prevent me from
saying that, In my judgment, we cannot
Justify the shedding of American blood
in that kind of war in southeast Asisn,
France learned that lesson. France tried
to fight it for 8 years, and with 240,000
casualfies. The French people finally
pulled down the French Government and
sald they had had enough.

I do not believe that any number of
American conventional forces in South
Vietnam, or in Asia generally, can win a
war, if the test of winning & war is
establishing peace. We can win military
victorles. We can kill millions of people,
but not without losses of our own.
Then, at the end of that blood march, we
shall end with the same job to perform;
namely, establishing peace, but in a war.
wracked world, if we survive.

Mr, President, the formuls is archalc.
The formula will no longer work. The
nuclear age has outmoded war as an in-
strument for establishing and maintain-
Ing peace. The issues and problems of
southeast Asia cannot be solved by mili-
tary force.

That is why the senior Senator from
Oregon pleads again that we return to
the basic tenet of foreign policy which
I cited at the beginning of this speech,
taught {0 me by that great Republican,
Arthur Vandenberg,

By 1961, we had sent 15,000 American
troops as advisers to a South Vietnamese
military establishment with 400,000 to
450,000 troops who seemed to be unable
to defeat 25,000 to 35,000 Vietcong.

Let the record be clear—the maximum
figure that any official of the executive
department of government has ever
given us in any briefing as to the numeri-
cal strength of the Vietcong is 35,000,
More frequently it is said the number is
probably nearer the neighborhood of
25,000,

Four hundred thousand to four hun-
dred fifty thousand South Vietnamese
military troops have been unable to de-
feat 25,000 to 35,000—to use their top
figure—Vietcong,

We had to send in 15,000 American
boys—at first—and we do not know
with certainty how many were in the last
allotment, but probably another 4,000
or 5,000 or more, And the way things
are going over there today, the American
beople had better get ready for thou-
sands more to be sent.

I view with great concern the danger
that thousands of them will be bogged
down in Asia for a long time to come. If
that happens, there will be one place in
the world where there will be no regrets,
and that will be Moscow.
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Mr. President, when the Diem govern-
ment diverted itself from fighting rebels
to fighting Buddhists, a coup by military
proteges of the United States overthrew
It. Within a few weeks, another coup re-
placed the Minh junta with what the
American military advisers considered a
more efficient military junta under Gen-
eral Khanh.

At no time has South Vietnam had a
government of its own ch . In fact,
the Khanh junta justified its coup with
the excuse that some Minh officers were
pro-French, and might seek some way of
neutralizing the country. What the peo-
ble of South Vietnam, even those the
government still controls, might want
has never been given & passing thought,.

Just how the present Khanh govern-
ment differs from the old Bao Dal gov-
ernment which served as the French pup-
pet, I have never been able to see.

Yet American leaders talk piously of
“defending freedom” in South Vietnam.
A Republican Member of the House of
Representatives wrote me recently-—and
I quote from this letter:

Bo far as T can tell, the governments of
North Vietnam and South Vietnam are just
about Tweedledum and Tweedledee and
neither the people nor the governments on
either side would recognize democracy if they
should meet It in broad daylight and on the
main street of Saigon, their main interest
being in another bowl of rice.

These were the origins of our present
pollcy in Vietnam that has led us to talk
openly of war with China, and now to
overt warfare with North Vietnam.
Many people are saying these days that
getting into South Vietnam was a ter-
rible mistake, but now that we are there,
there is no point in lIooking back and re-
hashing the wisdom of it all. How wrong
they are. Surely when a nation goes as
{ar down the road toward War as we have,
it must know why it is there, what ob-
Jective it is seeking, and whether the ob-
Jjective sought could possibly be achieved
by any other means.

We say that one of our objectives is the
enforcement of the 1954 agreement,
which we charge has been violated by
North Vietnam and China, Why we be-
Heve we have a right to enforce by force
of arms an international agreement to
which we are not a party has never been
explained.

Nor is it explained why the massive
violations of articles 16, 17, and 18 which
we have engaged in especially since 1961
are the only means of calling other vio-
lators to account.

In the case of Laos, we did sign the
Geneva accord of 1862, which tried to
neutralize that territory. Hence, we
claim that the violations we have com-
mitted ourselves were only undertaken
after North Vietham had violated the
accord first. Our violations have taken
the form of sending armed planes fiown
by American pilots over Laos. The 1962
agreement permits military equipment to
be brought into the country at the re-
quest of the Laotian Government, but {t
forbids “the introduction of forelgn
regular and Irregular troops, foreign
baramilitary formations and foreign
military personnel into Laos.”

In addition, we have sent at least five
shiploads of military equipment, to Thai-
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land against the day when it becomes
necessary to use American troops in
Laos to halt the Pathet Lao.

Like the Communist neighbors who
are helping the Pathet Lso, we are not
enforcing the 1962 accord; we are only
helping them to destroy it,

APPLICABLE “SECTIONS OF TUNITED NATIONS

CHARTER

Most disturbing of all have been our
violations of the United Nations Charter.
If our signature on that Charter means
anything at all, it requires us to observe
ariicle 2, section 4:

All members shall refrain In their inter-
natlonal relations from the threat or use of
force against the territorial integrity or po-
ltlcal Independence of any state, or in any
other manner inconsistent with the purposes
of the United Nations,

Other charter provisions are specific
as to the duty of nations when they
find themselves involved in g dispute.

Article 33 states:

8mcTION 1. The partles to any dispute, the
continuance of which is likely to endanger
the maintenance of international peace and
security, shall, first of ali, seek a solution by
negotiation, enquiry, mediation, conciliation,
arbitration, judictal settlement, resort to re-
glonal agencles or arrangements, or other
Ppeaceful means of thelr own cholice.

Some of the peaceful means that have
been advanced but brushed aside by the
United States have been the l4-power
conference advocated by France, and the
introduction of a peace force from the
Boutheast Asia Treaty Organization,

Article 37 of the charter provides:

Bhould the parties to'a dispute of the na-
ture referred to In article 33 fail to settle it
by the means indicated in that article, they
shall refer it to the Security Council,

Notice that the controlling verb is
“shall.”” This is not an option but a di-
rective. So far it has been ignored by
the United States.

ALL ACTION IN SELF-DEFENSE MUST BE

BREPORTED TO T.N.,

Even the self-defense article does not
sanction what we are doing in the name
of defense In South Vietnam. Article
51 states:

Nothing in the present charter shall im-
pair the inherent right of individual or col-
lective self-defense if an armed attack oc-
curs against a member of the United Na-
tlons, until the Securlty Council has taken
the measures necessary to maintain inter-
natlonal peace and security. Measures taken
by members in the sxercise of this right of
self-defense shall be immediately reported
to the Becurity Council and shall not In
any way affect the authority and responsi-
biilty of the Security Council under the
present charter to take at any time such
action as it deems necessary in order to
maintain or restore international peace and
security.

There is nothing permissive about
that. That may not be used as & ration-
alization for the United States making
war instead of joining in keeping the
peace in South Vietnam.

It Is commonly said both in and out of
government that the United Nations is g
waste of time and that the Communists
understand nothing but force. However,
the line continues, maybe at some future
date we may find it to our interest to go
tothe UN.

Approved For Release 2005/02/10 : CIA-RDP66B00403R000200160063-2



.+ Approved FswRelease 2005/02/10 : CIA-RDPE6B004T%R000200160063-2
’ CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

1964

This supposedly sophisticated argu-

" ment ignores seVeral points.

. Pirst, It may ot be left to us to decide
whether the issué should go to the United
Nations. Article 35 provides that “any
member of the United Naiions may bring
any dispute, of &Hy situation of the
nature referred toin article 34, to the at-
tention of the Secufity Council or of the
General Assembly.”” The disputes re-
ferred to in article 34 are those which
are likely to endanger the maintenance
of international peace and security.

Canibodia dragged us before the United
Nations, charging viclations of her bor-
der. ‘We apologized, and suggested a
TU.N. border patrol to~ giard against
future violations. ~“But we brazened it out
so fas as the Vietriam War Was concerned,
and served notice that we "Would do
whatever we desired there, irrespective
of the provisions of the charter.

How long we can pro¢eed on this man-
ner in Laos and Vietnam without being
called to account at the United Nations
is anyone’s guess. But if we wait for
another cou Y to invoke article 35, we
can e sure {ll not be on grounds and
under condition , favorable to the
United States. e

Second, The very assimption by ad-
ministration spokesmen that someday,
sometime, soméhow, ‘arid under some
other circumstanées, the United States
will seek U.N. action is an admission that
the issue is reall; ‘of U.N. jurisdic-
tion, What they ar fig is only that
they do not think that to adhere now to
the U.N. Chartér would serve American
nterests. Thelr theory is that the time
to negotiate Is when we have first domi-

treaty oblizgation that does not serve our
national interest is just a scrap of paper.
These officials take the view that we may
one day resurrect the U.N, Charter from
the wastebaskef, but not until we think
it serves our interests. Perhaps now that
we can level a charge against North Viet-
nam, they think it servés olr interest.
If that is to be our policy, then we
are helping to destroy the Uhited Na-
tions, too, and all the advances in the
rule of law in world affairs which it rep-
vesents. Our moral position, which we
“claim as leader of the free world, will
be undermined and our capacity for call-
ing others to account for breaches of the
peace will be seriously compromised.
Third, The “fightr te lat
line is based on the w
sumption that Red
“Vietnam will do what we refuse to do—
negotiate when they are losing. Can we
really expect that When CThina is faced
with the same’ condition she was faced
with in Korea, she will negotiate instead
of pouring her hordes into the fray, as
she did in Korea? Do we really think
these two “will go to
or to the bar
goes against

ning table when the war
them, although we refused
to do so under t remstances?
One might as well ask whether the United
States would have donie 50 in October of

1962 had the Soviet Union come to doim-
justified.

inate the Caribbean,
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saying that any

-

As I have sald in several speeches, and
repeat now, we had better face the
realization of the desperado that we are
dealing with in Red China. This despic-
able Communist leader has demon-
strated time and time again, as was
demonstrated in the Korean war, that
he places no value on human life. Only
in the past 2 or 3 years headlines blazed
forth the statement that the Communist
leader of Red China has said in effect
that in case of war with Western im-
perialism they could sacrifice 400 million
people and have a stronger China at the
end. - ’

T know of no reason that should iustify
anyone engaging in the wishful thinking
or in the head-in-the-sand attitude that
if we kill enough and bomb enough,
North Vietnam and Red China will yield.

We need the world with us. By that
I mean we need with us the nations of
the world which believe in the resort to
the rule of law in the settlement of dis-
putes. )

We shall not take these nations with
us if we follow a unilateral military
course of action in Asia that may result
in the despicable Communist Chinese
leader starting to send his hordes of hu-
man bodies against American military
force.

I reject the premise, which I believe is
clearly imbedded in the joint resolution
which was introduced in the Senate to-
day: “Fight now and negotiate later.”

That is risky business. It would
jeopardize the continuation of existing
procedures for the peaceful settlement
through negotiations of disputes which
threaten the peace of the world.

A nation does not have to commit the
first violation in order to be in violation
of the Geneva Accords. And it does not
have to commit aggression in order to be
in violation of the United Nations Char-
ter.

We have violated these accords and the
TU.N. Charter time and time again. We
are pursuing neither law nor peace in
southeast Asia. We are not even pursu-
ing freedom. We are maintaining a mili-
tary dictatorship over the people of
South Vietnam, headed by an American
puppet to whom we give the orders, and
who moves only under our orders.

Whoever fights a war without taking
the matter to the United Nations is in
violation of the charter, whether that
party started the fishting or not. We
cannot hide behind the alibi that others
violated these agreements first, although
they did. To the contrary, it makes it
more important that we lay the charges
before the United Nations, or to a 14-
nation conference, or seek to bring
SEATO in to exercise peacekeeping
policies until the U.N. can fake jurisdic-
tion. ‘

FOLLY OF WAR IN ASIA

All the foregoing is important to the
United States, but none of it is as im-
portant as the folly of our getting in-
volved in a war in Asia, irrespective of

‘legal or moral obligations. No American

spokesman has ever given the American
people a single reason why an American
war on the Chinese mainland would be
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The day of the westerner is finished in
Asia, just as much as in Africa. And it
no longer matters whether the westerner
js French, Dutch, British, or American.
The pressure will always be against us
and against our front in South Vietnam.

That is why the pious apologies for our
present policy which deplore expansion
of the war into North Vietnam or China,
but insist that we cannot leave under
pressure, have been so futile.

There will never be anything but pres-
sure against us there so long as the local
government is dependent upon us for its
existence. There is no reason to think
the rebellion against Khanh will ever
die out. Although it may recede some-
what in the face of our overwhelming
military might, it will rebound whenever
we try to reduce the level of American
participation.

Our best prospect for us in South Viet-
nam was for stalemate; but the longer
the stalemate continued, the more in-
evitable it was the war would be es-
calated. And.it has been escalated, and
how much further it will be escalated
no one can say. '

The public statements by Secretary
McNamara, Secretary Rusk, Admirad
Felt, and General Harkins required that

‘the United States expand the war if the

Communist-led forces did not retreat
from their gains in Laos and Vietnam,
and American forces from nearby bases
in the Philippines and Okinawa have
been poised for air attacks in Laos and
North Vietnam and for the entry of
ground forces through Thailand into
Laos.

In my opinion, our leaders counted on
bluffing Communist China; but she was
not bluffed in Korea when the whole
United Nations was with us, and this
time we have not one single ally. The
faltering General Khanh has arranged
for us to carry out those threats so far as
North Vietnam is concerned.” We may
find that someone else will arrange for
us to carry them out against China, too.
If that time comes, we will have no
choice but to resort to nuclear weapons
with all the hideous consequences that
entails.

Yet, the fact remains that nothing we
set out to do in 1954 justifies what we are
doing today, much less what we are
threatening to'do. We set out in 1954
to put Humpty-Dumpty back together
again when we tried to establish an
American foothold in southeast Asia out
of the destruction of European colonial-
ism.

Five and one half billion dollars worth
of aid to South Vietnam, 18,000 American
“gdvisers,” .and now the threat of war
with China has not put Humpty-Dumpty
back together—and never will. Out of
this $5% billion, $1% billion went to
France to help her in the Indochina war
prior to her withdrawing in 1954. Today
we are spending better than $1% million
per day and will reach $2 million shortly,
just as aid to Vietnam, not covering the
cost of our own military force in south-
east Asia. TUnless the American people
make their voices heard very soon, they
are going to spend even more in this
fruitless and unavailing task.
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What this war in the last 36 howrs has
cost the American taxpayers and how
much it will amount to as that war con-
tinues defles imagination,

HOPE FOB PEACE LIES WITH OTHER MEMBERS
OF UNITED NATIONS
. The stark reality is that North and
South Vietnam, China, and the United
States are in this hour endangering the
peace of the world, We have said we will
make charges against North Vietnam be-
fore the United Nations Security Council.

Why in the world we did not make
those charges against North Vietnam
geveral years ago, I shall never under-
stand. We are going to make charges
now because we are in open confiict with
North Vietnam. But we have had evi-
dence for years that North Vietnam was
undoubtedly a violator of the Geneva
Accords of 1954, But instead of taking
our charges and our proof to the United
Nations, we sent 15,000 military person-
nel to South Vietnam to engage in uni-
lateral military action in South Vietnam,
in violation of three articles of the Gen-
eva Accord that I have already cited in
this speech, and have viplated, time and
time again, article after article of the
United Nations Charter. That is our
BOITY record.

What about the infiltration of North
Vietmanese into South Vietnam to ad-
vise the Vietcong?

What about the 21,000 American troops
in Bouth Vietnam advising the Govern-
ment?

What sbout the American air attack
on North Vietnam naval bases?

‘What about the shelling of the islands
in Tonkin Bay by South Vietnamese ves-
Bels? These were all clear acts of war.

Why 1s not Ambassador Stevenson go-
ing to lay these incidents, too, before the
Becurity Council?

" 'The best hope for peace would seem to
be that the noncpmbatant members of
the United Nations will see to it that all
of the provocative activities In the Indo-
china peninsula are brought before the
Becurity Council or the General Assem-
bly of the United Nations, In accord-
ance with the procedures of the Charter,
They should invoke all—I repeat: all—
the applicable provisions of the United
Nations Charter irrespective of which
country Initiates charges or must be
called to account.

They should call upon South Vietnam,
North Vietnam, Laos, Cambodia, China,
and the United States to stop their fight-
ing and proceed to the conference table,
where there can be applied the rules of
reason rather than the fortunes of war
for the seftlement of the conflict.

These U.N. members not involved in
this conflict must face up to one of the
great challenges in all history. If they
do not, they will see the United Nations
Charter consumed as a casualty in the
war flames of the struggle. They must
enforce the Charter against all who are
fighting in Asia. That is the issue—the
issue of peace or war—that is facing
them as well as us.

I close by pleading that my country,
and its people, not forsake the moral
principles and values which cry out to be
saved In this hour. I plead with them
not to commit themselves to a unilateral

war in Asla for purposes which many of
their own political leaders were i1l ade
vised in the first place. There 15 still no
answer to the Biblical Injunction:

He shall judge among many people and re-
buke strong nations afar off: and they shall
beat their swords into plowshares, and thelr
spears {nto pruning hooks.

The United States has everything to
gain and little to lose by seeking to im-
plement that teaching at an interna-
tional conference table,

The United States has much to lose
and little to gain by continuing our
unilateral military action In southeast
Asia, unsanctioned by the United Na-
tions and unaccompanied by allies.

No nation in history has had such a
great opportunity as this one now has to
strike a blow for peace at an interna-
tional conference table.

I shall not support any substitute
which takes the form of a predated dec-
laration of war. In my judgment, that
is what the pending joint resolution is.

I shall not support any delegation of
the duty of Congress—of Congress, not
the President——to determine an issue of
WAr Oor peace.

I shall not support any substitute
which takes the form of military action
to expand the war or that encourages
our puppets in Saigon to expand the
war.

Adherence to the United Nations Char-
ter is the only policy that affords the
hope of leading the American people out
of this jam without a war. I shall con-
tinue to plead for such s policy as long
as time remains.

If war overtakes us first, then we will
have no choice but to unite behind its
prosecution.

But, first, that calls for a declaration
of war and not a resolution that seeks to
ruthorize the President to make war
without our declaring war. That was
the position I took in 1955; and I incor-
porate by reference every argument I
used in- opposition to a preventive war
resolution of that date.

But I see no more chance of conven-
tional military victory in North Vietnam
and China than in South Vietnam, and
I therefore plead that the SBEATO treaty
and the United Nations Charter, rather
than solitary force of arms, guide our ac-
tlons in southeast Asia.

I am convinced that a continuation
of the U.8. unilateral military action in
southeast Asia, which has now taken on
the aspects of open aggressive fighting,
endangers the peace of the world.

Mr. President, In yielding the floor, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BavH in the chalr), The clerk will call
the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
ghe roll.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call may be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is 50 ordered.

INDEPENDENT OFFICES APPRO-
PRIATIONS, 1965

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 11296) making appro-

priations for sundry independent execu-
tive bureaus, boards, commissions, cor-
borations, agencles, and offices, for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1965, and for
other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the unanimous-consent agreement Dpre-
viously agreed to, the two amendments
will be granted 30 minutes, 15 minutes
to a side.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, 1
call up my amendment No. 1172 and ask
that it be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated for the infor-
mation of the Senate.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, 1
ask unanimous consent that the reading
of the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection it is so ordered: and the
amendment will be printed in the Recorp
at this point,

The amendment (No. 1172) submitted
by Mr. PrRoxMIsE is as follows:

On page 47, line 4, strike out $4,413,594,-
000" and insert “24,318,694,000".

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I
modify the amendment so as to read:

On page 47, line 4, strike out “$4,413,594,-
000" and Insert “84,345,000,000,”

On page 47, line 9, strike out ““$262,880,500"
and insert “$245,000,000."

-On page 42, line 23, strike out “$623,525,-
500" and insert *$610,000,000.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment {s modified accordingly,

Mr. PROXMIRE. 1 will explain the
modification as I go along.

There dre many arguments against
proceeding rapidly with the space pro-
gram. I shall not make those
arguments.

We know about the limited scientific
manpower available in this country. It
is one of our most precious assets.

I have felt for a long time that we
should make a study of the availability
of scientific manpower where it can be
allocated in wholesale lots, as has been
done In the space program, at the ex-
pense of defense and at the expense of
industry itself.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Wisconsin yvield at that
point?

Mr. PROXMIRE, I yield.

Mr. CLARK. While the study econ-
ducted on scientific manpower by the
Subcommittee on Manpower Employ-
ment of the Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare, of which subcommittee
I am chairman, was not in so great a
depth as one might desire, if we are
thinking only in terms of the study of
scientific manpower., That study, the
results of which have been made public,
makes it clear that scientific manpower
is almost desperately in short supply in
& number of areas in the country, and
that the prognosis for remedying that
short supply is a most pessimistic one.
It seems reasonably clear that for at
least another 5 or 10 years we shall not
have anything like enough trained scien-
tiffc manpower to take care of all the
legitimate needs of the economy, private
as well as public. It shows, further, that
an undue percentage of our scientific
manpower is now completely under the
control of the Government in connection
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